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ABSTRACT/RESUME

The Hare Indians of the NWT are characterized in terres of domestic groupe by
two conflicting bases. those of the sibling groups which must co-operate, and
those of conjuga units. The importance of both types of alegiances naturally
creates a degree of tension and imposes care upon the negotiation of allegiances.

La société des Indiens Hare des Territoires du Nord-Ouest est caractérisée par
la présence de deux structures familiales en conflit: celle des enfants d'une
morne famille, obligées a coopérer entre eux, et celle imposée par les liens
conjugaux. La présence de ces deux orientations de ridE.litScrée naturel.lement
chez les membres de cette société une certaine tendon et exige qu'ils portent a
cet aspect deleurs relations une attention constante.
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INTRODUCTION

One striking feature of the anthropological descriptions of
Athabascan Indian bands with bilateral, bifurcate-merging kinship
terminology is the apparent lack of definite structurally-produced
ruleswhich might serve to provide an orientation for an individual's
social action (cf. Helm 1956:131; Savashinsky 1974:xv, 194). The
flexibility and negotiability of social relationships that usually
appear to be associated with such systems are hot seen as positive
features resulting from tendencies produced by structural
regularities but rather are characterized as being the product of an
absence of well defined sociologial reference points for the individual
actor. This "definition by absence" does not appear to provide any
useful insights into Athabascan social structure, as anthropological
observers readily adroit that this negotiable feature of social relation-
ships varies with the type of kin involved in the bilaterally-defined
universe (cf. Savashinsky 1970:48,49). Furthermore the widespread
practice of adoption and the assumption of 'kin' terres and attitudes
by genealgically unrelated persons also brings into question the
utility of the bilateral and kinship concepts. It may point to the
fact that the terminology may have nothing especially to do with
kinship, defined as simple biological ties between people; adoption
may not indicate that there is a "real" relationship opposed to it.
Thirdly, the undoubted survival of patterned regularities in the
terminological system through various phases of Euro-Canadian
contact points to its possible importance in ordering certain aspects
of Indian social life.

Helm, for example, arques that the socio-territorial units of the
Hare Indians range from task groups to local band to regional hand
to tribe, with the size and duration of the group being the
distinguishing criteria (Helm 1965:380). "One joins a task group:
one is born into, and ordinarily rennains a member of, the tribe."
(Ibid:381).

The hypothesis that is advanced in this paper is that the negotia-
tion off alegiances to social groups of various size and duration is
necessarily a feature that is associated with the fact of being
affiliated with a certain social group that bas a previous history of
dlegiances. This previous history of allegiances results in tension
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for the negotiation of present and future allegiances. This
structurally-generatedtension is actively manifested in many
dimensionsof social life and may serveas a point of entry for the
understandingand explanationof many current politicaland social
issuesof the Hare.

The extensionof Euro-Canadiannvolvementin the North, par-
ticularly since World War 11, is well known and needs no documenta-
tion. It is also common knowledgethat many recent events have
been accompaniedby a phenomenal growth in the quantity and
quality of vocal expression by many Euro-Canadianand Indian
organizationsand associationswhose main activity can best be
described as political. This activity providesa meetingground for
discussion of issues that affect both participants.But it remains
problematical whether or not this debate carries the same message to
all participants.

Certainly, if there exist positivestructural features associated
with the kinship system that serve to provide well defined points of
orientationto the social actor, then it islikelythat thesestructural
features provide in some measure an ideological orientation as well
that would filter all messages sent and received in political debate
and worldview.

Localizinghe problem.

Fort Good Hope has a populationof approximatel y350 natives
and 50 Euro-Canadians.It is located 60 miles South of the Arctic
Circle on the MackenzieRiver. ColvilleLakeis 110 milesto the
Northwest. Both settlements contain Hare Indians in the majority.
Both were the site of major studiesby Savashinsky Sue and Helm.
Both are important because, a) alone of all Athabaskan Indian groups
they have a registered hunting territory with free accessto all
residentsof the towns. Land use rightsare vestedin thecommunity
and no registeredtraplinesor familyhuntingterritoriesexist, or are
believed to exist, b) The operation of the kinship system - its
knowledgeand use - reflectsthe categorizatiomof the social world
performed by the Hare. In addition, production networks and
constituted social groups appear to overlap with so-called 'kin'
groups such asthe domestic group and mal e patronymic groupings.
At Fort Good Hope, "....the employment of Iroquoian cousin
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terminology was unequivocal among the Hare....where informants
displayedmore knowledgeand consistencen kin terminologythat |
have ever encountered before" (Helm 1960:279). If the kinship
system still operates, the reasonsfor this occurancecould provide
insight into general economic processes and the fur trade in
particular, where apparently similar economic factors are not so
obviouslycorrelatedwith continueduse of traditionalnativeforms
of social categorization, c) Contact and trade with the Hare has been
continualand directat thislocationsinceat least 1836 (Savashinsky
1974:46). The effect of contacton problemsof land useand occupa-
tion has therefore been continualand concurrentto other issuesin
which the Hare are involved.It is possiblethat giventhe apparent
continuedoperationof the 'kinship'systemin social relations,then
problems of contact have in some measure been resolvedby the
Hare. The fur trade factor should thus be controllablein analysis.

Developmentof the Problem.

Early unresolved conflicts in data and explanation of the kinship
nomenclatureof AthabaskanGroups can be traced back to Spier
who in 1925 establishedhis MackenzieBasin Type, where//or X-
cousins were not distinguished from siblings in the terminology. 2
This was apparently in response to diverse opinions about the
problem of classificationof kinship systems by cousin terms,
originallyproposed by Morgan (1871). Spier (1925:69-88) places
the Hareinto the "lroquoisType" becauseunlikeother Athabaskan
groups who merge cousin and siblingterms, the Hare distinguish
/I-cousin/nephew-niece terms from X-cousin/nephew-niece terms.
Helm reports that her Hareinformantspreservethese cross/parallel
distinctions(1960:283-286). Similar distinctionsare made on the
0 generation level, with//-cousin/cousins receiving sibling terms and
X-cousinsaddressedby separateterms.

If we assumefor a moment that the Hare follow geneal ogical
convention, there are inconsistenciesin the data. In a bilateral,
bifurcate-merging system such as the Hare are alleged to possess a
certain equivalencein terms of referencecan be expectedat any
given equidistant genealogical point. We would expect that BS/BD
(m.s.) = ZS/ZD (f.s.). But in the Hare relationship terms recorded by
Sue (1964:408-409),which are consistentwith Helm'spartial list
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(1960:280-281) we find that BS (m.s.) /=ZS(f.s.)whileBD (m.s.) =
ZD (f.s)). Similarly,the expected equation ZS/ZD (m.s.) = BS/BD
(f.s) in practiceyields: ZS (m.s) /=B.S. (f.s.) and ZD (ms.) /=BD
(f.s).

Even if the relationshipof sex of the speaker to sex of the
designatedkin isnot takeninto account, then the expectedequation
BS/BD = ZS/ZD (m.s.) yields: BS:4ZS (m.s.) and BD# ZD (m.s.).
BS/BD= ZSZD (f.s)) yields: BS /=2ZS(f.s) and BD # ZD (f.s.). Even
odder is that BS (m.s.) and BD (f.s.) share the sameterm, whileZD
(m.s.) /I=ZS (f.s.). Clearly, these sets of termsindicatethat the Hare

relationshipterms do not form a simplebilateral, bifurcate-merging
pattern.

On the other hand, malesand femalesrefer to S and D by the
same respectiveterms, as would be expectedin a genedogically-
based system. Also S/ID = z2S/zD (f.s) but S/D /=BS/BD (m.s.).
Rather, D = ZD (m.s.) while S /= ZS (m.s.). These distinctions are not
based on genealogical distance. On the second ascending generation
level we find that FF/FM (m.s.) = FF/FM (f.s.), whichisgeneal ogical -
ly correct, but on the seconddescendinggenerationevelwefindthat
SS/SD, DS/DD (ms.) /=SS/SD, DS/DD (f.s.). Thereis some merging
by a male/femalepair on the 2A generationlevel that is not present
on the 2D level. This again suggeststhat the pattern formed by the
Hare relationshipterms is not a bilateral, bifurcate-mergingone.

A second interpretationof the Hare data is suggestedby Helm,
who arguesthat despite a fairly uniform applicationof bifurcate-
merging terminology, bifurcate-collateral classification is found on
the 1A generationlevel (f.s.) and on the ID generationlevel for S's
collateralrelatives(m.s.) (Helm 1960:287).Helm'sdata then suggest
that a unilineal tendency is present and that X-cousinmarriagewas
possibly practiced. Murdock evolvesthree correlativedeterminants
of bifurcate-mergingterminology (Murdock 1949:141185): 1)
unilineal descent groups, 2) certain forms of X-cousinmarriageand
3) matri-or partrilocal residence after marriage.

Takingthe last of Murdock'sparadigmfirst, the Haredata do not
indicateany definiterules of residenceafter marriage(Helm 1960:
287). There has been a noted tendency towardstemporary matri-
localityin the fulfillmentof bride servicewhichdoesnot appear to
be the casetoday. In any eventasettlementof 350 peoplewouldhave
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allowed the fulfillmentof such duties without necessitatingan
actual changein locationof the domesticgroup. Perhapsevenmore
significantis the evidence that older, long establisheddomestic
groupstend to break up once its offspringfind spouses, so that F
often comes to llve with S and SWi and M with D and DHu. If
anything, the Hare have a"generationally-reversed bilocality", if
residence is taken in its usual meaning, i.e, long term living
arrangements.

Secondly, the bifurcate-mergingcharacteristics(with unilineal
tendencies)could be consistentwith X-cousinmarriage.If patrilocal
residence were the rule, as Driver and Massey contend (1957:
401-402), contested by Helm (1960:287), and if inheritanceof
importantland userightswerematrilineal then and only then would
X-cousin marriage appear as an attempted solution to the problem of
divergencebetween inheritanceof huntingrightsand the practice
of hunting (following Levi Strauss 1967:1-47). But these conditions
are not met by the Hare. In addition, no areas of [and appear
restrictedto certaingroups. There are no clearlydemarcatedfamily
hunting territories, nor does it appear likely that bounded areas
would appear within a group that does not have obviousexclusive
sub-groupssuch as clans, sibs or moietiesbut rather has inclusive
groupingssuch as the domestic group, which merges male and
female patronymic identities (the reverse of clan-based conjugal
groupings).

Thirdly,thereisno evidenceof unilinealityn reckoningkinship
or accessionto any importantrights, duties and obligations.Hare
informantscannot trace "lines of relationship" (Helm 1960:292).

Helm's conclusion must therefore be disputed on the weight
of the data, some of which she herself raises. Her conclusion,
however, does elicit a concern with the fur trade factor in the social
history of the Hare since she concludes that the evidence of X-
cousin marriage, scant asit is, revealsan "....incompletely developed
response to demographic and economic demands of the fur trade"
(ibid:291-292), a response which apparently diffused from contact
with other Athabaskan groups. This response may be the product
of the extraordinary suseptibility of Athabaskan groups to
extraneous influences (ibid:292).

Several obvious issues come to mind: 1) since the aboriginal
social structure is completely unknow, especially since the Hare
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were involvedin the fur trade long before Whitecontact occurred
(through Chipewyan intermediaries),then there is no basis for
comparison that allowsa developmentalbias such as "response"
to be concluded;2) the fur trade did not appear to have changed
Hare usage of land. Although thereis no direct evidence, certain
evidencefrom other Athabaskangroupssuggeststhat at least two
responses to the fur trade were 'economic' rather than 'social'.
Three strategies were open to the Indians; when fur prices were low,
participationin the money economy declinedand participationin

the traditional economy increased (cf. Asch 1976:2). Another
strategy was the product of early trade conditionswherean Indian
could obtain goods through trading meat rather than furs (Asch
1977:49): 3) my own researchinto Hudson Bay Companyrecords
for Northern B.C. revealsthat whendebt becametoo highasaresult
of poor fur prices, the Sekani trapperswould trade at another
Hudson Bay Company post. Apparently accountingcontrol was
loose enough to permit the playing of one post against another,
causing the cancellationof excessivedebts in order to lure the
Sekani back to "their" trading postsin the interestsof inventory
regulation. Social arrangementsand land use patterns thus could
remain relatively intact, although | have not ascertainedif this
situation obtained for the Hare as well. It certainly could be a
common practiceamongall Indiangroupsnot occupyingthe middle-
man position.One factor which may have preventedthe occurrence
of competition(and hence social change) among I ndiansregardless
of the itemsinvolvedin trade was the valuationplaced by Indians
on the European goods. The fur trade involvedonly luxury items
while items that Indianscame to consider necessitiessuch as iron
implementswere often givenaway as gratuitiesby the Bay (Asch
1976:2). Given that there isno evidenceto suggestthat the Hare
ever evolved anythingbut the present systemof free accessto land
and resourcesto all band membersthen the combinationof the
af orementionedfactors must have been sufficientto minimizethe
impact of the fur trade on the social structural aspects of the
relationshipterms. 4) There is no reason to believethat the fur
trade, with at least two or three distinguishable phases, each based

on a different mode of definingthe valueof products,would have
elicitedan "incompleteresponse" in one phasethat was consistent
with another phase (cf. Asch 1977:47-55). In other words, the
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responseto one phasewouldnot necessarilybe consistentwith the
conditionsof a subsequentperiod. If it isarguedthat thisresponse
is a recent phenomenon, then it becomesdifficultto reconcilethis
with the continued strong participationof Athabaskanindiansin
the native hunting economy when fur prices have been at a low point
sincethe second World War (cf. Berger 1977:i 10-111; Asch 1976:7;
Aschn.d.:7).

Given the unlikelypresenceof X-cousinmarriagethen it would
appear plausiblethat Hare relationshiptermsare not associatedwith
any repeated alliancesbetween discreteexclusivegroups. Dumont
has argued that similaritiesin alliance histories of kin produce
similaritiesin the application of relationship terms in the
taxonomically similar Dravidian kinship system (1953:35-36). An
allied conclusionemergesfrom my considerationof Hare relation-
ship terms: that generational differencesproduce differencesin
view of the kinshipuniverse.However,the lack of patternedalliances
would indicate that the Hare view of "kinship" will be dissimilar
fromthe Dravidian.

One possiblefactor in producingthis differenceappearsto be
marital status; a male/femal esiblingpair appliessimilartermsto the
2A generationlevel yet it isa male/femaleonjugalpair which'sees'
the 2D generationlevel differently(see diagrams1,2,7 and 8). A
convergenceresults when 'looking up'; divergencewhen ‘'looking
down' (cf. Turner 1976:106-124).

This broad conclusionis consistentwith Turner's (1976) and
Dunning's (1959) argumentsthat productionarrangementscan be
fluid yet of primary importance when structuring relationship
terms and subsequent alliances. Dunning, for example, suggests that
trapping partners from a co-residential unit (ibid:105) will maintain
continued economic cooperation within this unit (ibid:57). This
unit usually consistsof peoplewho consider each other to be kin,
either a man and his brothers and their families,or a man and
marriedsons' families(ibid:58). Kinsmenare partnersin production
while non-kin (X-cousinsand their collateralsand affines) are
preferred marriagepartners (ibid:72-73).Turner hasal so arguedthat
shared production tasks are primary in the formation of "kin"
networks and "kin" groups among the Cree (1976:75-94). Hare
relationship terms apparently reflect a dynamic process of dual
allegiance similar to that which Turner identified for the Cree (ibid:
106-124).
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If this similar situation exists for the Hare two obvious character-
istics of the taxonomic pattern exhibited by their relationship
terms can be hypothetically explained: i) a male and female ego's
view of the kinship system vary dependent on ‘'lookingup' or
'lookingdown' (see diagrams1,2,7 and 8). Men and women would
tend to see the past as a compendiumof jointlyrealizedproduction
arrangement.s. The potentialswere realized on the 1A generation
level and persist even when a siblingpair set up respectiveconjugal
arrangements. When lookingdown as membersof conjugal groups
their views differ, reflecting the possibility of future potential
arrangements. 2) A male/female ego's view of the kinship system
differswhen 'lookingacross' (see diagrams 3,5 and 6). Different
views of actual and potential production/kinshiparrangements
could be dependent and whether membershipin a male/female
siblingpair or conjugalpairisstressed.The Hare usageof patronymic
identificationof domestic groups and conjugal pairs reflects this
dual perspective. During late adolescence and early adulthood
(recognizedby the Hare as the classeke for malesand Christian
names for females (Hurlbert 1962:47), men and women work for
a domesticgroup of origin as a siblingpair and later work for a
domestic group of marriage. Women especially, it would seem,
switch their labour allegiance more dramatically than men by
surrenderingtheir patronymicidentity upon marriageand adopting
the husband's (personal observation, see also Savashinsky 1974:
223fn, 227-228fn, for a discussionof "family" names). Men tend
to retain associationsdased on a common patronymicwhichusually
originateswithin a shared domestic group. The Hare of Colville
Lake, for example, have 10 of 14 domestic groups sharing only

threepatronymics:

Patronymic A: 4 brothers
1 stepsonof one of the brothers

1 son of oneof the brothers

Patronymic B: 2 brothers

Patronymic C: 1father
1son

Ten of 14 householdsshare primary patrilinealties (Savashinsky
1970:41). All of these sometimescamp and cooperate with one
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another, although not exclusively (ibid:41).

The identificationor closenessbetween brothersis also found
among sisters. The closest bonds are between same sexed siblings
(Savashinsky 1974:68). Thus the formationof kinship/production
arrangements is a developmental process that starts with membership
in a domesticgroup of origin, continuesbased on the closenessof
same-sexed siblings and is supplemented by the formation of
conjugally-based associations.

Male ego differentiatesbetween childrenof F/m's same sexed
siblings,and childrenof F/M'soppositesexed siblingare addressed
by ego by the same terms used to addressego'ssiblings5whichis
a reflectionof the special closenessbetween F and FB and M and
MZ. Childrenof ego's F/M's opposite sexed siblingsare addressed
by separateterms becausethey are apparently not associatedwith
F/M through an especially close sibling bond.

For a married male ego, ZHu is not as close as B becausethe
linkto Z isnot ascloseas the link to B. WiBisalso not ascloseto
ego as B because the link to WiB is through a qualitatively different
type of closeness.WiBand ZHu are consideredas closeas MBSand
FZS, againbecauseMB and FZ are not closeto F/M.

One significantcharacteristicof male and femaleview of their
own generation mates points to a processof classificationthat is
based on conjugallinksof the presentgenerationratherthansibling
linkson the 1A generation;that is, how malesview BWiand WiZ
and how femalesview ZHu and HuB. Both malesand femal esuse
term 20 (seeAppendixl) to addressthesepeople. A malecategorizes
FZD and MBD differentlythan WiZ and BWi,implyinga different
conceptionof hisrelationshipof 'closeness'to these people.Nor do
females categorize ZHu and HuB in the same class as MBS and FZS.
From the male point of view, B isafavouredsiblingand WiZisWi's
favouredsibling.A special categoryis created by the Hu/Witiethat
is apparently independent of the processes of allegiancewhich
occurred on the 1A generationlevel. From the femaleviewpoint,
HuB is recognizedas beingcloseto Hu and ZHu is close to ego by
virtue of Z'srelationship to ego. Similarly she calls HuBWi by aterm
which the Hare translateinto Englishas "friend", while male ego
callsWiZHuby the sameterm.

There would thus appear to be dual identitiesthat are available
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to the Hare as factors that can be used to moderate negotiable
relationships:the fact of beinga member of a domesticgroup of
origin, which emphasizessiblingidentity,and the fact of beinga
party to conjugal ties, which emphasizesconjugal identity. One
factor which may be linked to thisis that ego'ssiblingidentityis
invokedin recognizingspecial ties with MZD (f.s.) and FBS (ms.)
while in fact F/M's conjugal situation on the iA generation
correspondsto ego's own on the 0 generation;that is, FB and MZ
are addressed by term 20 by M and F respectivelyas are their
spouses, ego's FBWi (F speaking)and MZHu (M speaking).Both of
these conjugal units produce siblingsfor a mal e/femal esiblingego.

If this hypothesisis correct, then the result of thesedual views
would be that relationships formed through the conjugal link of a
man or woman tend to displaceties formed as a result of shared
siblingidentitiesas the conjugal units becomesmore economically
autonomousthrough time. Y et the strength of thisconjugalunion
lies preciselyin the ability of the two spousesto negotiateand
exploit relationshipsbased on their respectivesiblingidentities.
A/so, the special conjugal categoriesof Wit, WiZHuand BWi (m.s.)
and HuB, HUBwi and ZHu (f.s.) involvepeople with the conjugal
group who have their own sibling and conjugally-based rel ationships.
The feelings of generosity that a man feels towards his siblings
Within a domestic group would lessen considerably with the develop-
ment of hisconjugalties. The 'strength’of the conjugalgroup could
become such that it accountsfor the tendency of older peopleto
be drawn away from their group and into their offspring'sgroup; a
repudiation of their sibling/conjugal ties. An elderly man is often
supportedby S and SWiwhile FWi (m.s.) is oftensupportedby and
liveswithher D and DHu.

In contradistinction to the economic autonomy devel oped within
adomestic group over time, one fact illustrates the dichotomous
position of conjugal groups. There exists a strong ethic urging
generosity (Savashinsky 1970:45-51).

For example, people are expectedto be particularlygenerous
with moose killswhile caribou, being the more abundant, are not
usually shared between families (ibid:47). Savashinskynotes the
environmentalcause of generosity,arguingthat it relievesenviron-
mentally based stress caused by scarcity (ibid:46). Yet | would
arguethat mooseand caribouare interchangeabl eas food values, at
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leastasfar asthe Hareare concerned,so that the emphasison sharing
moose which is a scarce commodity,and 'herding’ caribou,which
isn't,is in fact a product of social stressrather then environmental
stress. Moose is only socially scarce since no household goes hungry
without it as caribou is easily substituted as a food value. Rather the
presentation of the socially scarce gift between families points to an
ideological attempt to obfuscate the problem of the nature of
householdautonomy. The gift could be a re-affirmationof sibling
ties at the expense of conjugal ties, or vice-versa,but it carriesthe
same ambiguous messagein either case: 1) my household exists
because of you, hut, 2) this gift re-affirms our domestic existence as
it is the product of joint domestic labour. The fact that moose are
unpredictableas game, while caribouare not, could also be afactor
in the moose/cariboudifferentiation.The sharing of moose under
these conditionsmay indicatethe ascendanceof one domesticgroup
over others on a temporary basis, or rather an attempt to
ideologicallyobfuscatethat ascendance.The messagecontainedin
this interpretationof the gift of moose meat is different than the
first, yet still stronglyinterrelated it may indicate an attempt to
re-affirm ties with other domestic groups when the luck of one

domestic group threatens to make it economically quasi-
independent.

I would argue that many behavioural characteristicsof Hare
social life can be related to the simultaneous autonomous/
dichotomousstructural position of householdsin relationto other
households.For example, giventhe above context, it is understand-
able why the Euro-Canadiansystem of inheritanceof patronymics
was adopted by the Hare; it meshes well with the different des a
man has with his Wi and F/B and the tiesa womanhaswith Hu and
M/Z. We can also expectatendencyfor 2 brothersto marry 2 sisters
(evident in Savashinsky's observations 1970:59,41), and/or a
tendency towards the levitate and sororate (evident in Helm's
observations1960:288-289).We would expect parentsto expressa
strong concern with their offspring'schoice of spouse (Savashinsky
1974:196-198,207, 227-228). All these factors can be associated
with the continuedstrengthof conjugaltiesat the expenseof sibling
identity withina domesticgroup a continualprocessof affirmation
and denial.

And we would expect that the world view that integratedthe
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Hareon a more abstractlevel could be an attemptedsolutionto the
problemof autonomy/dichotomyyet it would be a solution that
isas impossible as isatotally autonomous household.

Conclusion

There are 2 identified perspectiveswithin Hare cultural life,
both poised for systematic coherenceyet neither of which are
realized as the encompassing and enduring framework for
interpreting social relations. Taken simultaneously both perspectives
engagea contradictionbut this simultaneityis never realizedby an
individual as it would engagea paradox which would preclude all
social action. However,the contradictionis realized by participants
to an interchangeor by an individual at differentstagesof his/her
life. Any interpretationof Hare social flexibility,and probablyall
other Athabaskangroups, should thereforebe based on the realiza-
tion that what is apparently unsystematicon the level of the
participant, i.e., any behaviour observed by the anthropologist, is
systematic on the deeper historical level, where structural principles
unfold not in the abstract but in the historical courseof alliances.

NOTES

1. | am deeply indebtedto D.H. Turner, R. MacDonnell ,S. Nagataand H.
Lawrencefor their suggestionsand criticismsof an earlier draft of this

paper.

2. Abbreviationaused: H: parallel D: daughter

X; cross S son

M: mother Hu: husband

F: father Wi:wife

B: brother m.s.: malespeaking
Z: sister f.s.: femalespeaking

3. TheHareusetermsof addressand termsof reference,wherethereference
form usually consists of the addressterm plus a prefix.



272 GUY LANOUE
REFERENCES

Arch,Michael
1976 The Impact of Changing Fur Trade Practices On the Economy of
the Slavey Indians: Some Preliminary Conclusions Regarding the
Period: 1870 - 1900, paper deliveredat CanadianEthnological
Society symposiumon Early MercantileEnterprises;Winnipeg.

1977 The Dene Economy;in DeneNation . the colony within,ed. by
M. Watkins, University of Toronto Press, Toronto.

nd.  Statement in Responseto Dr. C. Hobarr's Testimony: Socio-
Economic Overview of the Mackenzie River Corridor; unpublished
paper, Edmonton.

Berger, T.R.
1977 Northern Frontier, Northern Homeland: The Report of the
Mackenze Valley Pipdine Inquiry Vol. 1, Minister of Supply and

Services Canada, Ottawa.

Driver, H.E. and W.C. Massey
1957 Comparative Studies of North American Indians, Transaction of
the American Philosophical Society 47:165.456, Philadel phia.

Dumont, L.
1953  The Dravidian Kinship Terminology as an Expression of Marriage;
Man53:34-39.
Dunning, RW.

1959 Social and Economic Change among the Northern Ojibwa; Univer-
sity of Toronto Press, Toronto.

Helm MacNeish, June

1956 I_Zegdergqi p Among the Northeastern Athabascans, Anthropologica
:31-59.

1960 Kin Terms of the Arctic Drainage Dene: Hare, Slavey, Chipewyan,
American Anthropologist 62:279-295.

Helm, June
1965 Bilaterality in the Socio-Territorial Organization of the Arctic
Drainage Dene, Ethnology 4:361-385.

Hurlbert, Janice
1962 Ageasafactor inthe social organization of the Hare Indians of
Fort Good Hope, N.W.T.; Department of Northern Affairs and
National Resources, Ottawa.



HARE SOCIAL ORGANIZATION 273

Levi-Strauss, Claude
1967 The Story of Asdiwal; in The Sructural Study of Myth and
Totemism, ed. by E. Leach, Tavistock, London.

Mason, JA.
1946 Noteson the Indiansof the Great Save Lake Area;YaeUni-

versity Publicationsin Anthropology no. 34, Yale University
Press, New Haven.

Morgan, L.H.
1871 Systemsof Consanguinity and Affinity of the human family:
Smithsonian Contributions to Knowledge 17:291-382.

Murdock, G.P.
1949 Social Sructure; MacMillan Co., New Y ork.

Richardson, Sir John
1851 Arctic Searching Expedition: A Journal of a Boat-Voyage Through
Rupert's Land and the Arctic Sea, in searchof the Discovery
Ships under Commandof Sr John Franklin;2 vols., Longman,
Brown, Green and Longmans, London.

Savashinsky, J.
1970 Kinship and the Expressionof Valuesin an AthabascanBush
Community; WesterrCanadianJournal of Anthropology2:51-59.

1974 TheTrailof theHare;Cordonand BreachNewY ork.

Spier,L.
1925 The distributionof Kinshipsystemsin North America;University
of Washington Publicationsin Anthropology 1:69 88.

Sue, H,
1965 Harelndiansand their World; unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Bryn
Mawr College.

Turner,D.
1976 Shamattawaithestructureof socialrelationsn a Northern
Algonkianband;NationalM useunof Man,Ottawa.

Wentzel, W.F.
1889-90" L ettersto the Hon. RodericMackenzie" 1807-1824, in L.F.R.
Masson, Les Bourgeois de la Compagnie du Nord-Ouest, serie 1,
Quebec.



GUY LANOUE

APPENDIX |: HARE KINSHIPTERMS

274
Number Reference Address
| e'si e'si
2 a'so a'so
3 se ene ene
saa/In ama
3A seira one
saapa apa
4 sara ata
5 sedewe sedewe
6 sanoge anoge
7 se'be e'be
8 sotie otie
9 sesile sile
10 sa'tare atare
11 set'e set'e
12 sela sela
13 Setse yune setseyune
14 setzekwe  setzekwe
15 setiele tiele
16 seige seige
17 sedenece  sedenece
18 sedeneli sedene
19 seek'e ek'e
20 sanai banal
21 seya seya
22 sepa sepa
23 setue setue
24 sesa sesa
25 sefwi sefwi
26 seyeto seyeto
27 seiege seiege

English (1)

grandfather
grandchildren
grannie
mother

father

uncle
uncle
aunt

aunt

elder B
younger B
cousin
nephew
older Z
cousin
younger Z
cousin
cousin

cousin
wife
sweetheart
cousin

cousin
husband
sweatheart
B-in-law
Z-in-law
S, nephew
nephew

D, niece
nephew
niece
D-in-law
grandchildren
niece
D-in-law
Sin-law
friend

Genealogica Content (2)
FF,FF"B", MF, MF"B", "Ch"(m.s.)

FM, FM"Z", MM, MM"Z"
M(m.s.), Wiin address(m.s.)

F(f.s), Hu in address(f.s.)

F'B", M"B"

M"B",F"Z"Hu

M"Z" F"B""WI"

F'z", M"B"Wi

OIB, OIF"B"S, OIM"Z"S

YoB, F"B"YoS, M"Z"Yos, "B"S(f.s.)

Olz, F"'B"0OID, M"Z"OID

YoZ, F'B"YoD. M"Z"YoD

-'1
N
L
3
n
=
(G
£
3
n
N
T
c

(

'B"D(f.s.) "B"Wi(f.s),
Hu"Z"(f.s.)

FZ"S(f.s.), M"B"S(f.s)

Hu(f.s)

sweetheart (f.s.) (3)

"B"Wi(m.s.), Wi"Z"(m.s.),
"Z"Hu(f.s.), HU"B"(f.s.)

S, "Z"S(f.s.)

"Z"S(m.s.)

D, "B"D(m.s.), "Z"D(f.s.)
"B"S(m.s.), "B"D(f.s.), "S"Wi(f.s.),
"Ch"Ch

“Z"D(m.s.), SWi

DHu
Wi"Z"Hu(m.s.). HU"B"Wi(f.s.)

(1) The Englishversions were recorded by Sue from Haze informant.

@

©)

The genealogical positions are as they appear in Sue's thesis, including the quotation
marks around certain individuals and links. They are taken to mean: not necessarily
genedlogical position.

Sue's own description. Presumably no genedlogical connection was established.
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Diagram no. 1: Female ego 'looking down.'

Diagram no. 2: Maeego 'looking down'.

S

0 4 ¢ o
e

0

-—O_

Diagram no 3: Female 'looking across'.
' ‘Lﬁ___‘? 9
16 7 )
m %‘13QG@ Al'? (Pa

Diagram no. 4: Mae/female conjugal pair 'looking across'.

271 5.) 27{ms.)
?Zotms- 2001 X ?mm.s._i 20(fs.)

Diagram no. 5: Mae/female ego sibling pair 'looking across'.

17 16




275 GUY LANOUE

Diagram no. 6: Maeego 'looking across'.

Diagram no. 8: Malefemale sibling pair ‘looking up'.

§ ha G2 O
s O

oS 5 ko



